Comparing ( 't) schijnt to (zo) schijnt het (lit. 'so seems it'), the parenthetical use of the verb schij nen 'seem', we argue that ( 't) schijnt is best analysed as an evidential particle. Although both parenthetical and particle uses of schij nen have been subject to particulization, viz. grammaticalization towards particlehood, this grammaticalization path is bifurcated; while ( 't) schijnt is best accounted for by the matrix clause hypothesis, (zo) schijnt het fits the parataxis hypothesis and is less grammaticalized, not having reached particle status yet. The possible further grammaticalization of (zo) schijnt het into a more particle-like element is discussed on the basis of recent developments in Netherlandic Dutch, suggesting that distinct grammaticalization paths may lead to similar outcomes. This study calls attention to the need to allow for a certain flexibility of categories when considering cases of grammaticalization such as those affecting schij nen, bearing in mind that each individual instance of ( 't) schijnt or (zo) schijnt het can be more or less central to the idealized categories of matrix clause, parenthetical or particle.
Introduction
This article is concerned with ( 't) schijnt 'it seems', an evidential expression in colloquial Belgian Dutch. This particular use of the Dutch verb schij nen 'seem', exemplified in (1), has hitherto not received any attention in the literature. In comparing schij nen to its German cognate scheinen, for instance, de Haan (2007: 142) makes no mention of ( 't) schijnt. Citing an example from Diewald (2001) , he argues that scheinen is more grammaticalized than schij nen because German allows for a construction like (2) while, according to de Haan, there is no such use of schij nen in Dutch. The occurrence of constructions such as (1) in colloquial registers of Belgian Dutch clearly contradicts de Haan's position. This oversight on the part of de Haan, a native speaker of Netherlandic Dutch, is more than likely due to the fact that ( 't) schijnt is a feature of informal Belgian Dutch. (2) Er ist, scheints, nicht zuhause. (Diewald 2001: 99) 'He is, it seems, not at home. '
This article examines various grammaticalization paths of the verb of appearance schij nen and in particular compares the form ( 't) schijnt to well-established parenthetical constructions with schij nen. It argues that ( 't) schijnt should be regarded as an evidential particle rather than as a parenthetical, all the while recognizing both the flexibility of such categories and the existence of synchronic layers (Brems 2011) in the grammaticalization process of parenthetical and particle constructions with schij nen. On the basis of data from the Corpus of Spoken Dutch (Corpus Gesproken Nederlands, CGN), a description of the structural and semantic features of ( 't) schijnt will be presented which allows us to compare this expression with Dutch parentheticals. This study shows that, in spite of similarities in outcome of the grammaticalization from verb of appearance or cognition to parenthetical and eventually particle, a further refinement needs to be made within the grammaticalizaton path according to whether the grammaticalizing element behaves according to the matrix-clause hypothesis or the parataxis hypothesis.
This article has the following structure. In Section 2, the two grammaticalization paths that have been described for verbs of appearance (i.e. English seem, appear, turn out and their equivalents in other languages) will be discussed, viz. auxiliation and "particulization" (Schoonjans 2012 ). In the light of this, the characteristics of Dutch ( 't) schijnt will be discussed in Section 3 and compared to parenthetical constructions with schij nen in terms of degrees and paths of grammaticalization. The conclusions are presented in Section 4.
Grammaticalization paths with verbs of appearance
For verbs of appearance such as schij nen, two grammaticalization paths have been described. One is the development of schij nen into an auxiliary-like evidential; the other is the grammaticalization of schij nen into an evidential particle. The following sections will introduce each of these developments.
Auxiliation
In the literature, the development of verbs of appearance in the Germanic languages into auxiliary-like elements, i.e. their auxiliation (Kuteva 2001) , has received considerable attention (de Haan 1999 , Diewald 2001 , Gisborne & Holmes 2007 , Diewald & Smirnova 2010 , Vliegen 2011a . Focussing on the use of these verbs in infinitival constructions, as in (3), such accounts tend to invoke grammaticalization (and subjectification) as explanatory principles.
3 Indeed, in (3), schij nen does not function as a main verb but as a marker of evidentiality, which has scope over the entire sentence including the main verb doen 'do': schij nen qualifies the proposition "They do that every year. " In fact, as shown by the English glosses, schij nen can encode various evidential meanings ranging from inference (possibly based on direct perception) to hearsay (see also the discussion of the equivalent pattern with scheinen + zu-infinitive in German as a highly grammaticalized evidential construction in Diewald & Smirnova 2010) .
(3) Zij schij nen dat ieder jaar te doen. (CGNVL) 'They seem to do that every year. '/ 'They are said to do that every year. '
The following is a brief diachronic account of the development of schij nen into an auxiliary-like evidential, based mainly on De Haan (1999) and Vliegen (2011a Vliegen ( , 2011b . Most historical uses still occur in present-day Dutch; this coexistence of "older" and "newer" uses representing various stages along an item's grammaticalization path has been referred to as "divergence" (Hopper 1991) . 4 Initially, schij nen was used as a fully lexical, intransitive verb meaning 'to shine, to give off light' and taking celestial bodies (4) and later also gems (5) as subjects. This meaning was then broadened to refer to physical objects becoming visible (6) (de Haan 1999: 81) .
(4) Die mane scheen scone ende claer. (de Haan 2007: 142) 'The moon shone bright and clear. '
(5) een carbonkelsteen, die so claer omtrent hem sceen (Vliegen 2011a: 126; 2011b: 232) 'a carbuncle that shone so brightly' (lit. 'that shone so clear around') (6) haer arme, . . ., haer been, haer hooft, daer bloet dor sceen (de Haan 1999: 81) 'her arms, her leg, her head, where blood was visible'
The next step consisted in attributing a particular property (e.g. "holiness") to a person or entity (7). While this attribution was initially based on (vis-4 Many scholars refer to this phenomenon as "layering" (Hopper 1991) , although this interpretation does not conform to Hopper's definition of layering. For Hopper, "layering" refers to "the prominent fact that very often more than one technique is available in a language to serve similar or even identical functions. This formal diversity comes about because when a form or set of forms emerges in a functional domain, it does not immediately (and may never) replace an already existing set of functionally equivalent forms, but rather the two sets of forms co-exist" (1991: 23), while divergence entails that "when a lexical form undergoes grammaticalization, for example to an auxiliary, clitic or affix, the original form may remain as an autonomous lexical element and undergo the same changes as any other lexical items. The Principle of Divergence results in pairs or multiples of forms having a common etymology, but diverging functionally" (1991: 24).
ual) perception of a person or thing, schij nen lost even more of its connection to the visual world and came to denote an impression that need not be based on sensory observation (8).
(7) nonne die ooc heilich scinen (de Haan 1999: 81) 'nuns who also appear holy' (8) ende hoe selke altoes schinen dolende (Vliegen 2011a: 127) 'and how such (people) always seem to wander'
This abstract, evidential meaning can be realized by three different constructions: a copular construction (7)- (8), a biclausal construction consisting of an impersonal matrix clause with the dummy subject het 'it' and a finite complement clause introduced by the complementizer dat 'that' functioning as an extraposed subject (9), and an infinitival construction (with the infinitival particle te in present-day Dutch, but occasionally with a bare infinitive in older language stages) (9).
(9) De naem van desen mantel is ypocrisie ende is gheuoert mit vellen van vossen al schijntet van buyten datse mit lammeren geuoert is. (Vliegen 2011b: 236) 'The name of this coat is hypocrisy and it is lined with fox skins although it seems from the outside that it is lined with lambskin. '
(10) Nochtan waren fonteynen niet verre vanden mueren daer die poorters scenen te sceppen heymelijc watere. (Vliegen 2011a: 128) 'However, there were wells not far from the walls where the burghers seemed to secretly take water. '
It is as yet not fully clear how these different evidential constructions relate to each other diachronically. The infinitival construction exemplified in (3) and (10) is generally taken to represent the most advanced stage in the verb's auxiliation process, but there is less agreement on its source construction: whereas De Haan (1999) assumes that the infinitival construction has developed from the complement-taking construction in (9), Vliegen (2011b) and Duinhoven (1997: 161-164) rather argue that the infinitival construction emerged from the copular construction in (7) and (8) -which is also the grammaticalization path hypothesized for German scheinen in Diewald (2001 : 101) -while van der Horst (2008 remains agnostic on this issue. The details of this discussion need not concern us here, however, as the present article does not aim to further document the path travelled by schij nen on its way to evidential auxiliarihood, but rather focusses on a different grammaticalization path, which postdates the rise of evidential meanings in schij nen, viz. the particulization of ( 't) schijnt.
Particulization
Besides the auxiliation path, verbs of appearance like schij nen have followed an alternative grammaticalization path resulting in the emergence of evidential parentheticals and, going even further down the grammaticalization cline, evidential particles. Schoonjans (2012) refers to this grammaticalization process from verb to particle as particulization. The two paths distinguished for verbs of appearance like schij nen are in line with the two grammaticalization paths for cognitive verbs distinguished by Nuyts (2000) and Taverniers (to appear). On the one hand, verbs such as schij nen may grammaticalize into operator-like elements, viz. auxiliaries, and on the other hand they may come to be used as free-floating elements with an adverb-like distribution, viz. parentheticals and particles. Particles are short -often monosyllabic -words which are prosodically and syntactically integrated and do not carry stress (Weydt 1969 , van der Auwera & Vandeweghe 1984 , Helbig 1994 , Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen 2003 . Being devoid of lexical content, they can generally be omitted without affecting the propositional content or grammaticality of a construction (Weydt & Ehlers 1987 , Helbig 1994 . Schoonjans (2012) points out that some particles have developed from parentheticals. Burton-Roberts (2006: 179) defines a parenthetical (P) as "an expression of which it can be argued that, while in some sense 'hosted' by another expression (H), P makes no contribution of the structure of H". The syntactic relation of parentheticals to their host clause is somewhat ambivalent; they are related to their host clause by linear adjacency without having a syntagmatic link to it (Kaltenböck 2005: 21) . Their function is to add a speaker-based comment to the host clause. Strictly speaking, only medial occurrences are parenthetical in the true sense of the word, but in the literature, clause-final and even clause-initial uses are often included in the definition (cf. Kaltenböck 2007) . The type of parenthetical we are concerned with in this study can be specified as a comment clause (Quirk et al. 1985 : 1112 -1118 , Biber et al. 1999 . Comment clauses have a corresponding non-parenthetical use in which they function as the matrix clause in a complementation structure (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 895) .
In Section 3 we detail how schij nen has evolved towards particlehood following two distinct particulization paths, one of which can be accounted for by the matrix clause hypothesis and the other by what we will call the parataxis hypothesis. Here, we outline how these hypotheses first introduced in the development of epistemic parentheticals from epistemic verbs (such as think) may inform, and extend to, the development of verbs of appearance and of Dutch schij nen in particular.
The matrix clause hypothesis
In their seminal work on English parentheticals such as I think, I guess and I believe, Thompson & Mulac (1991a , 1991b ) distinguish increasing degrees of grammaticalization, as illustrated by I think in (11) to (13) (from Thompson & Mulac 1991a: 313): (11) I think that we're definitely moving towards being more technological.
(12) I think ∅ exercise is really beneficial, to anybody. In (11), I think makes up a matrix clause introducing a complement clause by means of the complementizer that. The sentence in (12) is an example of zero complementation, which is considered to be indicative of the reanalysis of a bi-clausal into a monoclausal structure, whereby I think acts as an epistemic phrase or "fragment" (Thompson 2002) providing an epistemic evaluation of the ensuing proposition rather than functioning as the subject and verb of a matrix clause denoting a spatiotemporally locatable act of "thinking" (see also Verhagen's 2005 theory of the intersubjective semantics of complementation constructions, which attributes a primarily evaluating or perspectivizing function to several subtypes of matrix clauses). In its most grammaticalized use (13), I think is used as an epistemic parenthetical in medial or, as in example (13), final position. 5 Thompson & Mulac's corpus study adds support to the idea that frequency of occurrence promotes grammaticalization (Bybee & Hopper 2001; Haspelmath 2002; Bybee 2003) ; it is the most frequently used subject-verb combinations that tend to occur most often with the zero complementizer and it is these sequences that account for the largest share of parenthetical occurrences. Note that while the development of I think may not be a "textbook case" of grammaticalization (it involves a phrase rather than a lexical item, and is characterized by little or no phonetic and/or morphological reduction in the written language), it can be argued to have the necessary properties. As Thompson & Mulac (1991b: 324) point out, I think undergoes a process where a lexical phrase comes to be used as a distinct category with a more restricted meaning and with a more constrained morphosyntactic coding.
An oft-cited example of advanced grammaticalization along the path suggested by the matrix clause hypothesis is the evidential particle glo in Afrikaans. Deriving from Dutch geloof ik (lit. 'believe I'), the parenthetical glo ek was phonetically and morphologically reduced to glo'k and ultimately the cliticized subject was elided altogether, resulting in the evidential monomorphemic element glo (Thompson & Mulac 1991b : 318, de Haan 1999 : 83, 2001 : 6-7, Boye & Harder 2009 . From the point of view of grammaticalization, the reduction of glo ek to glo involves "phonological attrition" or "erosion" as well as "coalescence", i.e. an increase in bondedness (Lehmann 1985: 307-308) . Attrition has both a formal (phonological) and a semantic dimension. Semantically, the concrete (lexical) meaning of "holding a conviction" expressed by the full verb glo/ geloven is "bleached" (Traugott 1982 , Sweetser 1988 , Traugott 1988 to the abstract (grammatical) meaning of marking indirect evidence. Formally, advanced cases of grammaticalization, such as the deverbalization of glo into a particle (de Haan 2001: 12) , are characterized by morphological degeneration and result in monosegmental elements (Lehmann 1985: 307) . Glo thus meets de Haan's (1999: 75, our italics) definition of an evidential as "a morpheme which shows the source of evidence a speaker has for his or her utterance". According to Ponelis's (1991: 307) grammar of Afrikaans, glo has become the unmarked "hearsay" qualifier in present-day Afrikaans.
A parallel development to Afrikaans glo has been documented in German, notably in southern varieties, where parenthetical glaube ich (lit. 'believe I') is not only reduced to glaub' ich, but also to glaub(e), as in (15) (Imo 2011 , Schoonjans 2012 . This shows that although in English, the particulization of I think-type matrix clauses has not progressed beyond the parenthetical stage, this grammaticalization path has the potential to go even further into particlehood. This is also what happened to ( 't) schijnt, as will be demonstrated.
(15) Also wär ich erwachsen, dann würde ich das glaub kaufen. (Schoonjans 2012: 783) 'So if I were an adult, I would I believe buy it. '
Both Imo (2011) and Schoonjans (2012) emphasize the indeterminacy of glaub(e) constructions; they are situated somewhere in between the idealized categories of parentheticals, modal adverbs and modal particles and their exact position in this "continuous space" (Schoonjans 2012 ) depends on the context of use of the individual occurrence.
Thompson & Mulac's usage-based model for the emergence of I think type parentheticals is commonly referred to as the "matrix clause hypothesis" (Brinton 2008: 36) seeing that it posits the matrix clause use of I think and similar expressions as the source construction for later parenthetical uses. Heller & Howe (2008) extend this hypothesis from verbs of cognition like think and suppose to the English verbs of appearance seem, appear and turn out. In (16)- (18) it is illustrated how the construction with obligatory subject extraposition can be regarded as the starting point for the grammaticalization of parenthetical it seems, and by extension it appears and it turns out.
(16) It seems that there is no other way for me to get your attention.
(17) Suddenly it seems humans are encountering mountain lions from Texas to Canada.
(18) It's a nation ravaged by chaotic civil war and in this war, it seems, anything goes. (Heller & Howe 2008) Although erosion of the subject may affect I think-type parentheticals ( Van Bogaert 2010: 408-409) , especially in spoken registers, this phenomenon is more prevalent with appearance verb parentheticals, probably due to the subject it being impersonal and thus referentially empty. The newspaper data used in Heller & Howe (2008) and Howe & Heller (2010) show that this "itdeletion" is not restricted to spoken English.
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(19) In four of the six movies he had roles in last year, Jude Law played the kind of man who cheats. Turns out they weren't much of a stretch. (Heller & Howe 2008) 
The parataxis hypothesis
Although according to Palander-Collin (1999) there is diachronic evidence for the emergence of parenthetical I think following the matrix clause hypothesis, Thompson & Mulac' s model has been contested by historical linguists. Brinton (1996: 246-254) observes that Thompson & Mulac's (1991) three structures, viz. complementation with that (11), without that (12) and parenthetical uses (13), all occur in Middle English. On the basis of quantitative evidence from Middle English, she calls the diachronic development implied by the matrix clause hypothesis into question. Brinton adduces two characteristics of Middle English epistemic parentheticals as evidence for a different syntactic development. First, she points to the occurrence of parentheticals containing a demonstrative or personal pronoun that anaphorically refers to the host clause. A second construction providing evidence against the matrix clause hypothesis is the use of parentheticals beginning with as and so.
(21) for thrittene is a covent, as I gesse. (Brinton 1996: 250) 'for thirteen is a convent, as I guess' [='which I guess']
Brinton considers both types of parentheticals as part of the same development and proposes a model starting with a sentential relative clause with this/that as a postposed relative pronoun. As can be seen below, the loose connection between the appositional relative clause and its host can be interpreted as a case of parataxis. In Middle English, a wider variety of relative pronouns began to be used, including it, thereof, as and so. Next, either the anaphoric form was lost, giving rise to forms like I gesse or I suppose, or as grammaticalized as a subordinator introducing an adverbial clause. This grammaticalization allowed the parentheticals to become syntactically mobile. When used clause-initially, a form like I think below is ambiguous between being a parenthetical and a matrix clause with zero complementizer. Seeing that in Brinton's (1996) alternative proposal, the starting point is a paratactic construction with an anaphoric element, it will be dubbed the "parataxis hypothesis". On this view, unlike in Thompson & Mulac's model, the matrix clause use of I think is a later development rather than the source construction of the parenthetical use.
Stage I: They are poisonous. That I think. Stage II: They are poisonous, {that I think, I think that/it, as/so I think}.
= 'which I think' Stage III: They are poisonous, I think or They are poisonous, as I think = 'as far as I think, probably' Stage IV: I think, they are poisonous. They are, I think, poisonous. (Brinton 1996: 252) Fischer's (2007) account of the historical origins of English parentheticals largely coincides with Brinton's. While Fischer holds that as I think should not be analysed as a relative clause, it is still paratactic, with as functioning as an adverbial derived from an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun. However, due to a lack of extant data, it is difficult to conclusively ascertain the validity of either one of the rivalling hypotheses. 7 In the following section, we will evaluate the applicability of the matrix clause and parataxis hypotheses to ( 't) schijnt and other particulized constructions with schij nen.
( 't) Schijnt in (Belgian) Dutch

Data
For this study, the Corpus of Spoken Dutch (Corpus Gesproken Nederlands, CGN) was used, containing data from both the Netherlands (CGNNL) and Belgium (CGNVL). In all, the CGN contains 9 million words, just over a third of which are Belgian Dutch (CGNVL). As a first step, we extracted the particle-like uses of ( 't) schijnt illustrated in (1a) and (1b) above, through a lexical query for the string schijnt. Manual inspection of the results generated 34 examples; 32 of these are drawn from the Belgian component of the corpus, which confirms that we are dealing with a feature that is typical of Belgian Dutch. 8 As a next step, we extracted all forms of the verb schij nen from the Belgian part of the corpus, in order to get a sense of the range of (verbal as well as particulizing) uses of schij nen in this language variety and of their relative frequencies. This resulted in 397 occurrences, 15 of which were discarded because they were structurally incomplete, that is to say false starts and unfinished utterances, which were impossible to classify. In what follows, we will first give an overview of the frequency distributions of the various constructions with schij nen in the corpus, we will focus on the properties of the 382 tokens of schij nen, examine how ( 't) schijnt differs from prototypical Dutch parentheticals with schij nen and assess the applicability of the matrix clause and parataxis hypotheses to the two types of constructions. Table 1 presents the frequency distribution of schij nen in the Belgian component of the CGN. By far the most frequently used construction is the one with subject extraposition (n=129 or 33.8%), followed by the infinitival construction (n=79 or 20.7%), illustrated in (22) and (23) respectively.
Structural patterns with schij nen
(22) 't Schijnt dat dat 't beste hout is. (CGNVL)
'It seems that that's the best wood. '
(23) uh dat schijnt een soort natuurpark te zijn (CGNVL) 'Uh that seems to be some sort of a nature reserve. '
Third in frequency is the adverbial construction naar het schijnt 'as it seems' (n=68 or 17.8%). The majority of these (n=31 or 45.6%) occur in medial position, as in (24), followed by clause-initial uses (n=23 or 33.8%), which, like all sentence-initial adverbials in Dutch, require inverted word order in the ensuing clause (25). As for the internal structure of the string naar het schijnt, naar can be analysed as a (now rather archaic) conjunction. As such, naar het schijnt is a subordinate clause that corresponds to the as I think/as it seems parenthetical pattern proposed as Stage 3 in the parataxis hypothesis (see Section 2.1.2). However, for the current analysis, naar het schijnt in present-day Dutch will be assigned to a specific adverbial subcategory rather than being included in a more comprehensive parenthetical category, the main arguments for this analysis being the aforementioned ability to occur clause-initially and the use of inversion when occurring in this position.
(24) want die zijn naar 't schijnt heel goed ook hè (CNGVL) 'because those are also supposed to be really good, aren't they' (25) het uh naar het schijnt was was 't een wispelturig kind en in en in geen enkel opzicht briljant (CNGVL) ' Apparently it was a fickle child and not in any way brilliant. '
Fourth in frequency (n=41 or 10.7%) is the intransitive use of schij nen as a full verb meaning 'to shine'. The particle use, ( 't) schijnt, is the fifth most frequent construction (n=32 or 8.4%). The next constructional type is the independent use of 't schijnt as a reply to a previous speaker's turn (26). This aligning use is often preceded or followed by other markers of concurrence, notably ja 'yes' and hè (corresponding to a tag question in English); this type of ( 't) schijnt thus has scope over a previous speaker's utterance. In (26), ( 't) schijnt provides an evidential modification of the preceding claim that "it was beautiful"; the second speaker indicates that s/he shares this opinion on the basis of hearsay evidence. This aligning use of ( 't) schijnt is assigned to a separate category because particles cannot usually carry the Van Bogaert 2006 ) as instantiations of the particle use of ( 't) schijnt, the number of particle tokens amounts to 47 (12.3%) instead of 32 (8.4%). Note as well that this type of ( 't) schijnt has not been classified with the extraposition uses in view of the absence of a notional subject taking the form of a complement clause.
(26) 't Was mooi.
-Ja 't schijnt. (CGNVL) 'It was beautiful. -Yes, so I've heard. ' The copular use of schij nen, as in (27), accounts for 2.3% of the data. Six tokens (1.6%) can be classified as parentheticals (28); its characteristics will be elucidated in Section 3.4 and compared to those of ( 't) schijnt. Finally, a number of occurrences are amalgamations of two constructions; at first sight, (29) is a copular construction, but that construction would require ze 'she', rather than the impersonal 't, to encode the female referent, so we may be dealing with a kind of ellipsis here ([ze is] 't schijnt nochtans een goei). In all of the constructions listed, except in the intransitive 'shine' use of schij nen, an evidential meaning is present, i.e. the marking of a source of information on the basis of which the speaker makes his/her assertion (see Willett 1988) . Schij nen is chiefly used as a hearsay evidential, indicating that the speaker is reporting what s/he has heard from others. Schij nen as a copula, then, often denotes an inference based on direct observation, which sometimes has the implication of a false impression (30). Infinitival schij nen may also express an inferential meaning; in (31), the speaker comes to the conclusion, on the basis of his observation of the host's drinking, that the host is no longer paying attention to the count's stories. From the CGN data, it appears that infinitival schij nen with an inferential meaning is typical of more formal and written styles. 10 This purported effect of genre and register, however, as well as possible regional differences in the range of evidential meanings of schij nen (Belgium vs. the Netherlands), falls outside the scope of the present article. In any case, the alternation between a hearsay and inferential meaning does not affect ( 't) schijnt, which is consistently used as a hearsay evidential. In (32), ( 't) schijnt marks the news about Ellen's stay in hospital as hearsay information, which is subsequently specified as coming from Wouter. (Thompson & Mulac 1991b , Heller & Howe 2008 and German (Imo 2011 , Schoonjans 2012 , and consistent with the matrix clause hypothesis, we can distinguish three uses of ( 't) schijnt, each taking up a position on a grammaticalization cline from matrix clause to evidential particle. In line with the matrix clause hypothesis, the extraposition construction, as in (33), is posited as the source construction for particulized uses. Proceeding further along the grammaticalization cline, a problem arises for the Dutch analogue of English matrix clauses without a complementizer, as in (12). Indeed, a notable difference between Dutch and English, and also between Dutch and German, resides in the use of the complementizer dat 'that'. In contemporary Dutch, unlike in English, zero complementation is not readily acceptable. 11 In German, complement-taking predicates introducing complement clauses without an overt complementizer are not uncommon. Auer's (1998 , cited in Imo 2011 ) term for such complement clauses, viz. "abhängiger Hauptsatz" (dependent main clause), captures their ambiguous status: the complement clause takes main clause word order, as in (36). In such sentences, Imo (2011: 167) argues, the complement clause is syntactically no longer dependent on the matrix clause and this type of ich glaub(e) is indeterminate between matrix clause and discourse marker status. Although present-day Dutch does not readily allow for this type of complementation pattern with schij nen, it can be attested in earlier stages of Dutch, as examples (37) and (38) , taken from Vliegen's (2011a Vliegen's ( , 2011b sixteenth-century data, show.
(36) Ich glaube, es wird heute regnen. (Imo 2011: 167) 'I think it will rain today. '
(37) 't Scheen, Iupiter wilde ons daar ellendig vernielen. (Vliegen 2011b: 236) 'It seemed, Jupiter wanted to miserably destroy us there. '
11 Dutch grammars do distinguish a pattern in which a complement clause (with main clause word order) is combined with a matrix clause without a complementizer, but this so-called semidirect speech construction is only rarely found with the matrix clause preced ing the complement clause (as in i), as opposed to the much more frequent pattern with the matrix clause following the complement clause (as in ii) (Haeseryn et al. 1997 (Haeseryn et al. : 1099 While these two cases were included in the total of 32 particle instances of ( 't) schijnt reported in Table 1 above, they represent an initial stage of particulization. Following Imo (2011) , the use illustrated in (39) and (40) can be analysed as being a hybrid between matrix clause and discourse marker and can thus be situated just to the right of the matrix clause pole on the cline from matrix clause to particle.
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Attested much more frequently in the CGNVL data is the clause-final use of ( 't) schijnt illustrated in (32) and (34) above, which accounts for 15 out of the 32 particle instances. In the literature on Dutch word order, the clause is usually analysed in terms of three topological fields, defined on the basis of the position of the finite and non-finite verbs (= the left bracket and the right bracket, respectively). In main clauses, what comes before the finite verb, i.e. the subject or another topicalized element, is called the front field. The middle field is the part of the clause between the two verb positions and the end field is the part of the clause following the right bracket. There are additional fields for extra-clausal participants to the left and the right of the clause proper, viz. left-dislocation and right-dislocation. In embedded clauses, all verbs are grouped in the right bracket, the left bracket is filled by the subordinator, and there is no front field (see e.g. Zwart 2011: 33-79 for an elaborate English-language introduction to the topological structure of the Dutch clause; see also Haeseryn et al. 1997 Haeseryn et al. : 1221 Haeseryn et al. -1400 for an even more extensive discussion). Placed on the periphery of the clause, the use of ( 't) schijnt as in (32) above can be regarded as syntactically rather unintegrated. Prosodically, however, all fifteen occurrences of clause-final ( 't) schijnt are part of the intonation domain of their host clause, being latched onto it without a pause and exhibiting no pitch movement, which means that ( 't) schijnt is in end position rather than being right-dislocated (on the difference between both positions, see also van der Wouden 2009). Thus, our data did not contain any examples of what Imo (2011: 178) refers to as an "incremental discourse marker", which has its own tone contour and has been defined by Ford (2002) as a nonmain-clause continuation after a possible point of turn completion. That is, an increment will be defined here as any nonmain-clause continuation of a speaker's turn after that speaker has come to what could have been a completion point, or a 'transition-relevance place', based on prosody, syntax and sequential action. (Ford 2002 : 16, cited in Imo 2011 Arguably, the use of a comma in (41) and of parentheses in (42) -both additional examples culled from an online message board -reflects the prosodic pattern of an increment, but the fact remains that all tokens of final ( 't) schijnt in the CGN data are unmistakably pronounced without boundary markers and without being accented. 13 In spite of a total absence of "incremental discourse marker" uses of ( 't) schijnt in the spoken data, it is plausible that such "afterthought uses" of ( 't) schijnt as in (41) Another pattern is represented by (43), which is not to be confused with the hybrid matrix clause/discourse marker use discussed above as it represents a more advanced degree of grammaticalization. ('t) Schijnt is in clause-initial position here, too, but the clause has inverted word order: the subject talen 'languages' follows the finite verb sterven 'die'. This shows that rather than being a peripheral element detached from the clause, ('t) schijnt is an integral part of it, impacting its word order: in (43), ('t) schijnt is in the front field, within the clause boundaries, and Dutch being a Verb Secondlanguage, the front field can no longer accommodate the subject, too, which then occupies the first part of the middle field. In the "hybrid" cases in (39) and (40) above, by contrast, ('t) schijnt is outside of the clause proper and the subject is in its canonical front field position.Three instances of the the type exemplified in (43) are present in the CGNVL-data. Note that Vliegen (2011a Vliegen ( , 2011b does not cite any examples of this clause-initial adverb-like use of ('t) schijnt in his historical data. When ('t) schijnt occurs in medial position (35), finally, it is both prosodically and syntactically fully integrated into the clause. There is a tendency for ('t) schijnt to occur in the front of the middle field, also known as the "pre-middle field", characterized by Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk (2004: 339) as "the canonical position for subjects, clitics and particles". The CGNVL data contain seven such instances.
14 Note that we do not claim here that ('t) schijnt has become a fullyfledged member of the set of modal particles in Dutch, a sub-class that is usually defined rather narrowly in the relevant literature, as consisting of those "flavouring" elements which serve to indicate the speaker's mood or attitude towards the proposition and which are notoriously hard to translate due to their lack of propositional meaning (see e.g. van der Wouden 2002, Vismans 1995; see also the abundant literature on the similar class of so-called Abtönungspartikeln in German). Indeed, ('t) schijnt differs from 14 The frequencies reported in the main text of this article add up to 27: two instances of ('t) schijnt occur in a peripheral position to the left of the clause proper (e.g. 39), three instances in front field position (e.g. 43), seven in middle field position (e.g. 35) and fifteen inf end field position (e.g. 34). In addition, there are four instances where ('t) schijnt is ambiguous between the front field and middle field positions because there is no finite verb -we are dealing with spoken language data, after all -and one instance where it is in an atypical position within the subject NP (to be discussed in footnote 15). prototypical modal particles in several respects: it does not only occur in the middle field of the clause, it can serve as the answer to a question, etc. However, as stressed by van der Wouden (2002: 22-23) , while the bulk of the existing literature on particles has focussed on modal particles, focus particles, or answering particles, the class of Dutch particles is definitely not limited to these three relatively well-defined sub-classes, but includes various other, hitherto largely unnoticed, sub-classes: one instance he mentions is warempel 'actually, surprisingly', which could be considered a mirative particle. We would contend that the heterogeneous class of Dutch particles includes at least one evidential particle, viz. ('t) schijnt. In any event, ('t) schijnt seems similar enough to Afrikaans glo and German glaub(e) -and to many of the items listed under the rubric of particles in Wiemer's (2010: 90-104) overview of "hearsay" markers in the languages of Europe, including Spanish dizque, Modern Greek léi, Polish jakoby, etc.
-to be considered a member of the same broad class of evidential particles, which is of course not to say that all of these forms display the exact same set of structural and semantic properties.
One of the characteristics of evidential particles outlined in Wiemer (2010: 94-95 ) is that they display variable scope. This applies to ('t) schijnt as well. While in all of the instances retrieved from the CGN, ('t) schijnt has scope over the entire clause 15 -showing this to be the unmarked case -examples where it has narrower scope can be found on the internet, see (44) and (45). In both cases, t schijnt occurs within an NP and has scope over an attribute of the noun. As shown in Schoonjans (2012: 785-786 
Phonological attrition and coalescence
Like English and German verbs of appearance and cognition, and like Afrikaans glo (see Section 2.1.1), Dutch ('t) schijnt has undergone coalescence and phonological attrition. The reduction and cliticization of the subject pronoun het to 't in Dutch is quite widespread in all contexts and with all kinds of verbs, but its complete erosion, as in (46) is more noteworthy. The result is a univerbated and ultimately monomorphemic element which as such meets Lehmann's (1985: 307) Table 2 provides an overview of the use of the various realizations of the non-referential subject pronoun HET, viz. het, 't and zero, for each construction that may occur with such an "empty" subject. 16 The column headed "sum" gives the total number of occurrences of each construction type. One case of demonstrative dat functioning as an impersonal subject (47) was found and was listed separately. Except for parentheticals, all of the constructions in Table 2 have a preference for the reduced form 't. The zero form is especially frequent with particles (n=7 or 21.9%). In contrast to English, where itdeletion is associated with clause-initial uses of it seems/appears/turns out (Heller & Howe 2008 , Howe & Heller 2010 , i.e. in the extraposition construction, Dutch shows a different preference: eight out of eleven zero occurrences in the CNGVL data appear in medial or final position as opposed to only two in the extraposition construction and one reply use. As seen in Section 2.1.1, the reduction of het to 't and zero can be regarded as a case of phonological attrition in the grammaticalization process of ('t) schijnt. Vliegen's (2011a Vliegen's ( , 2011b historical data show that there used to be a tendency to attach the reduced 't to the verb in spelling -which was a common orthographic practice in the Middle Dutch period -resulting in the single chunk tschijn(d)t. Note that in several of the examples culled from informal written sources on the Internet, e.g. (44) and (45), t schijnt is written as one word as well.
(48) T schijnt dat hi van duechden scrijft menich sermoen. (Vliegen 2011a: 129; 2011b: 236) 'It seems that out of virtue he writes many a sermon. '
(49) Tschijndt sy sijn vol lieften /en charitaten. (Vliegen 2011a: 129) 'It seems they are full of love and charity'
As also mentioned in 2.1.1, in addition to phonological attrition (i.e. erosion), the cliticization and reduction of het schijnt through 't schijnt/t schijnt to schijnt reflects the process of coalescence, which entails that "syntactic boundaries become morphological boundaries and finally disappear" (Lehmann 1985: 308) . The impersonal subject HET, being a mere placeholder and thus semantically empty, is a rather unprototypical subject, which aids in its reanalysis into one unit with the verb schijnt. This loss of argument structure and univerbation is not the only sign of deverbalization; ('t) schijnt as a particle has in addition lost its inflectional properties, being fixed in the simple present form without having any temporal reference. The modified example (50) Hopper's (1991) lexical persistence, prevents ('t) schijnt from completely abandoning its ties with the verb schij nen. This point is made by both Imo (2011) and Van Bogaert (2011) with regard to German glaub(e) ich and English I think-type parentheticals respectively; the form ('t) schijnt can still be used as a matrix clause introducing a complement clause. We thus endorse Imo's (2011: 186) position that glaub(e) ich, and by extension ('t) schijnt, "has by no means proceeded so far as to lead to any fixed construction in which the verb has lost all of its "verbiness" (i.e. its ability to demand a complement) and given up its -albeit vague -association with a matrix clause". This grammatical persistence tallies with the flexibility of the glauben and schij nen constructions mentioned earlier, which allows expressions with glauben or schij nen to straddle categories. The grammatical indeterminacy of schij nenconstructions is consistent with an emergent conception of grammar, which views constructions as "open", such that "their structure never reaches a point of closure and completion" (Hopper 2004: 19) .
Particle vs. parenthetical: ('t) schijnt vs. (zo) schijnt het
As was noted in Section 3.2, schij nen can be used in a parenthetical construction, too, as in (28) above and (51) below. In this section, we will discuss the properties of Dutch parentheticals and demonstrate that the particulizing uses of ('t) schijnt discussed in the previous sub-section should be regarded as distinct from the construction in (51). In Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk (2004) , a distinction is made between two types of Dutch parentheticals or "finite comment clauses". The first type, illustrated in (52), is composed of a verb of cognition followed by its subject and the second type (53) consists of a copula verb and its subject. Both types can optionally be preceded by zo. While Wiemer's (2010) typological overview of hearsay markers in the languages of Europe posits distinct formal categories for particles on the one hand and parentheticals on the other, he also stresses that, from a functional point of view, the two are hardly distinguishable, and that in many individual cases, the decision whether to classify a marker as a particle or a parenthetical is really arbitrary. In fact, one of the instances he quotes of such an in-between form is Alemannic German schins, as in (55), which is of course relevantly similar to ('t) schijnt in Belgian Dutch. In this respect, our comparison of ('t) schijnt and (zo) schijnt het should not be taken to suggest that there is a dichotomous partitioning between particles and parentheticals, with the two forms situated on opposite sides of the dividing line. Rather, we will point towards a number of formal and semantic differences between both forms, some of which suggest that, on the grammaticalization cline from parenthetical to particle, ('t) schijnt is situated closer to the particle end than (zo) schijnt het, in that the latter form appears to be less integrated in the clause and to have retained more of its verbal characteristics. A first difference between (zo) schijnt het and ('t) schijnt relates to their internal word order; (zo) schijnt het makes use of inversion while ('t) schijnt follows the canonical word order pattern. Secondly, there are some prosodic differences. In line with what Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk (2004: 341) state about Dutch parentheticals, (zo) schijnt het is several syllables long and tends to be set apart from the intonation pattern of the clause. ('t) Schijnt, by contrast, is monosyllabic, unstressed and prosodically integrated into the clause (cf. Section 3.3.1 above: even when ('t) schijnt occurs clause-finally in CGNVL, it is part of the intonation domain of its host clause).
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Thirdly, and related to the previous point, parentheticals and particles relate differently to their host clause from a syntactic point of view.
17 Dehé (2009) points out, against common assumptions about the prosody of parentheticals, that English comment clauses like I think have a variety of prosodic realizations. Although for this reason, prosodic integration and lack of pitch movement cannot serve as a strict definitional requirement for a construction to qualify as a particle, it should be noted that being phrased separately and carrying stress is not an uncommon prosodic profile for parentheticals while being much more marked for particles. Wichmann (2012) underscores that functional items, by default, are unstressed, but can exceptionally be stressed for special (pragmatic) effect. It is hence not entirely unthinkable, though rather marked, for a speaker to pronounce ('t) schijnt as a separate intonational phrase when they wish to highlight that they are only relying on hearsay information (and therefore cannot fully commit to the assertion they are making). Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk (2004: 331) designate a parenthetical as an "intercalation", that is, "the interruption of a running sentence by syntactic material that cannot be analysed directly as (an) immediate constituent(s) of that sentence". Associated with this is a certain positional freedom: comment clauses may occupy various positions in the clause, while having a strong preference for clause boundaries and the positions following the left bracket. The number of (zo) schijnt het examples in the CGN is too small -viz. eight instances in the entire corpus, including both national varieties -to allow for a detailed quantitative comparison with the topological possibilities of ('t) schijnt; still, as a first observation, it can be mentioned that in six out of eight examples, schijnt het occurs at the end of the clause, after the right bracket (i.e. in extraposition or right-dislocation).
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By comparison, as we have seen in Section 3.3.1, only fifteen of the thirtytwo instances of ('t) schijnt in CGNVL occur clause-finally and the sample includes at least eleven instances where ('t) schijnt unambiguously occurs either clause-medially, tightly nested in the middle field, or clause-initially, triggering subject inversion (which is a clear sign of syntactic integration in the clause). The frequencies are too low to allow for meaningful statistical comparison, but they at least suggest that ('t) schijnt and (zo) schijnt het display different word order preferences, associated with differences in syntactic integration. All the same, as stated in Section 3.3.1, ('t) schijnt definitely does not display the same degree of syntactic integration as prototypical modal particles, in that it does not have a syntactically fixed position: ('t) schijnt is clearly not confined to the middle field.
Fourthly, ('t) schijnt never occurs with adverbial zo while this is a structural option for Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk's (2004) type 2 parentheticals, to which (zo) schijnt het belongs. At first blush, the presence of zo het schijnt in Vliegen's (2011b: 237) historical data (56) and in contemporary Dutch (57) seems to vitiate this argument. However, in these cases, zo needs to be regarded as a conjunction of comparison (cf. 'as it seems') -similar to present-day zoals (het schijnt) and naar in the above-mentioned lexicalized adverbial phrase naar het schijnt -while zo in the present-day parenthetical zo schijnt het is an anaphoric manner adverbial (cf. 'it seems like this'). This kind of anaphoric elements is typical of parentheticals. 'These parties in particular had a hard time last year and not only do they lack -so it seems -the means, but also the guts to programme a socially committed theatre production. '
As a fifth difference, it can be observed that parenthetical (zo) schijnt het displays a wider range of evidential meanings than ('t) schijnt, which, as we have observed above, has specialized as a hearsay marker. This specialization as a hearsay marker constitutes evidence for the advanced degree of grammaticalization that ('t) schijnt has reached. Cross-linguistically, hearsay evidentials develop from inferentials rather than the other way around, and in the layered, typologically motivated model of Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld & Mackenzie 2008) , reportatives (i.e. hearsay evidentials) are located in a more outer layer of the system than inferentials.
In (28), (54) and (51) In sum, ('t) schijnt and (zo) schijnt het can be seen to display quite different syntactic, semantic and prosodic properties, which justifies the analysis of the former form as being situated closer to the particle end of the cline, while the latter form has retained more characteristics of a parenthetical comment clause.
The matrix clause hypothesis vs. the parataxis hypothesis
When we interpret the characteristics of the particle ('t) schijnt and the parenthetical (zo) schijnt het in the light of the matrix clause and parataxis hypotheses, we can make the following observations. In view of its canonical word order, ('t) schijnt fits the matrix clause hypothesis better than (zo) schijnt het. It would be more difficult to argue that het schijnt as used in the extraposition construction has become syntactically mobile and at the same time reversed its word order, thus giving rise to (zo) schijnt het. Instead, (zo) schijnt het is better accounted for by the parataxis hypothesis; in line with so I think in Brinton's (1996) proposal (see 2.1.2), zo is an anaphoric element that is coreferential with an accompanying host clause. The presence of this adverbial proform also accounts for the inverted word order; Dutch clauses starting with an adverbial, must use inversion. Thus, 19 An anonymous reviewer points out that schij nen with an experiencer is rather marked and that the corresponding construction with lijken, viz. zo lijkt (het) mij, is much more common. This is consistent with our own intuitions. Still, examples such as (56) do occur, while the addition of an experiencer to the particle ('t) schijnt is absolutely impossible. two different grammaticalization paths can be posited for ('t) schijnt and (zo) schijnt het respectively, along with two ways in which particulization may progress; the particle ('t) schijnt is the result of a grammaticalization process captured by the matrix clause hypothesis while the parenthetical (zo) schijnt het exemplifies the path of the parataxis hypothesis.
While (zo) schijnt het does not seem to be affected by the kind of phonological attrition and coalescence that reduced het schijnt to its monomorphemic particle form, a pattern with schij nen and also lijken 'seem' has recently been observed in Netherlandic Dutch, which, on the face of it, is identical to Belgian Dutch schijnt with complete omission of the subject. Van Oostendorp (2012) cites the following occurrence of clause-final lijkt in a Dutch newspaper in a context where one might expect to find (zo) lijkt het (61), as well as providing a similar (constructed) example with schijnt (62). Van Oostendorp observes that patterns like these have emerged in spoken Netherlandic Dutch, while still being rather rare in written sources. The Dutch component of the CGN contains nine occurrences of this type of schijnt; four of them are separated from the host clause by a pause, as in (63), and five are prosodically integrated, as in (64). Example (65), in addition to being separated from its host clause by a pause, also carries a pitch accent, which lends this instance of schijnt even more prosodic prominence. Although more research is needed on this type of schijnt in Netherlandic Dutch, we propose that it is distinct from the ('t) schijnt construction that this article has been primarily concerned with. Netherlandic Dutch schijnt will be considered as a further step down the parataxis grammaticalization path; in other words, it is seen as resulting from the reduction of the subject het in the parenthetical schijnt het, as van Oostendorp also suggests. The fact that Netherlandic Dutch schijnt does not alternate with the form 't schijnt and the low frequency of the extraposition construction in Netherlandic Dutch add support to the analysis of Netherlandic Dutch schijnt as a reduced form of the parenthetical (zo) schijnt het (rather than as a particle or being associated with het schijnt in an extraposition construction); in the Belgian data, the extraposition construction accounts for 33.8% (n=129) of all occurrences of schij nen as opposed to a mere 9.2% (n=43) in Netherlandic Dutch. Further substantiation of this hypothesis comes from example (66), which shows that the reduced form schijnt can still be inflected -though it should immediately be added that this is the only example of this kind in the CGN. To conclude, these recent findings suggest that two distinct grammaticalization paths may lead to a similar output, as visualized in Figure 1 and Figure 2 . 20 Although CGNNL does not contain any occurrences of clausemedial schijnt, internet data and anectodal attestations in the spoken media show that schijnt may be used in this position. The low incidence of this highly integrated use of schijnt as compared to Belgian Dutch suggests that Netherlandic schijnt is not quite as grammaticalized as Belgian Dutch ('t) schijnt, although a more detailed investigation of frequency and evidential semantics would be required to confirm this. That's supposed to be even unhealthier than the sugar that's in the "real thing". 20 In each of the boxes in the figures, the first example sentence is adapted from the following utterance from the CGN:
It's supposed to be a lot cheaper. ' The decision whether to place the subject ('t) in parentheses was based on the actual occurrence of the zero subject pattern in the CGN data. The second example repeats a relevant example from the foregoing analysis. Figure 1 gives a schematic overview of the grammaticalization steps along the particulization path from the matrix clause het schijnt in the extraposition construction to the most particle-like use of ('t) schijnt, i.e. as a syntactically and prosodically fully integrated particle in the pre-middle field. The further ('t) schijnt moves down the grammaticalization cline, the more it loses its clausal and verbal properties. Through phonetic reduction and coalescence, the subject-verb sequence het schijnt is reduced, morphologically fixed and univerbated into schijnt. As shown in Table 2 , the extraposition construction displays the strongest tendency to use the nonreduced form of the subject het while complete erosion is a hallmark of the particle use. As suggested in Section 3.3, ('t) schijnt as an "incremental discourse marker" may have been a step in the grammaticalization process, coming between matrix clause use and clause-final particle use; no attestations of this pattern were found in the CGN, however; hence the lighter shading. The clause-initial, particulized use of ('t) schijnt prefacing a main clause with canonical word order, as illustrated by (39) Figure 1 . The particulization of ('t) schijnt following the matrix clause hypothesis marker. It shares lack of syntactic integration with the incremental use of ('t) schijnt and resembles the matrix clause use in framing an ensuing proposition. The other clause-initial use of ('t) schijnt discussed in 3.3, i.e. the one followed by inversion, should be regarded as more grammaticalized and more syntactically integrated; considering its effect on the word order of the clause, triggering inversion, it forms an integral part of the syntax of the clause.
21 Figure 2 represents the development of the parenthetical (zo) schijnt het from a paratactic construction to its most particulized use as schijnt in Netherlandic Dutch. 22 In line with Brinton's (1996) model for the develop- 21 In view of insufficient diachronic information about the development of these two clause-initial particulized uses of ('t) schijnt, their positions in the model are contingent and speculative. 22 An anonymous reviewer points out that, rather than having evolved from a clause-final particle, the clause-medial particle may also be the result of reduction of the clause-medial integrated parenthetical. Thus, full reduction would have occurred in both medial and final Figure 2 . The particulization of schijnt following the parataxis hypothesis ment of English parentheticals like I guess and I think, the parataxis path starts with a construction in which zo schijnt het is syntactically independent from its host, but semantically linked by virtue of the (obligatory) anaphoric adverb zo. When used as a clause-final parenthetical, (zo) schijnt het comes to be seen as a peripheral element of the host clause. Integration into the "core" of the host clause as a clause-medial parenthetical makes (zo) schijnt less peripheral and enhances its potential to function as an integral part of the host clause rather than an appended comment. In view of these implications of syntactic position for the morphosyntactic status and integration of the particularizing construction, medial instantiations are considered to be more grammaticalized than final ones. Therefore, although neither clause-medial nor clause-final (zo) schijnt het is prosodically integrated, its occurrence inside its host clause rather than on the periphery testifies to a higher level of syntactic integration. When schijnt het is in addition incorporated into the prosody of its host, it has edged a little closer towards particlehood, but cannot be regarded as a proper particle since it is not sufficiently phonologically and morphologically reduced. We therefore refer to it as an integrated parenthetical. An additional development from the clause-final parenthetical (zo) schijnt het, represented by the right-hand branch of the diagram in Figure 2 , is the reduced form schijnt, which evolves from being a syntactically and prosodically unintegrated parenthetical through a reduced yet equally unintegrated form to a prosodically integrated clause-final particle and ultimately a fully integrated clause-medial particle. As mentioned above, sporadic evidence can be found that schijnt has taken the final step to a both prosodically and syntactically fully integrated clause-medial particle schijnt. However, in view of its scant occurrence in Netherlandic Dutch, it can be considered as less grammaticalized than its Belgian Dutch counterpart.
Conclusion
In this article, we have provided a description of a hitherto neglected pattern with the verb of appearance schijnen as commonly used in colloquial registers of Belgian Dutch. The pattern ('t) schijnt was characterized as an evidential particle for semantic, structural and prosodic reasons. Indicating that the speaker is relying on someone else's words to make his/her claim, position.
('t) schijnt needs to be considered as a hearsay evidential. As for its internal structure, ('t) schijnt has univerbated into a fixed, uninflected form, and with regard to external structural properties, i.e. its relation with the host clause, its tight integration into the pre-middle field, the preferred position of modal particles, can be noted. Prosodically, ('t) schijnt is integrated and unstressed by default. From the description of ('t) schijnt, it has become apparent that it is of a different nature from the parenthetical (zo) schijnt het, which has inverted rather than main-clause word order, may optionally occur with zo, is syntactically less integrated and has prosodic separation as one of its unmarked prosodic realizations. These differences between the particle and the parenthetical use of schij nen suggest that ('t) schijnt has evolved along a different grammaticalization path from (zo) schijnt het, viz. that of the matrix clause hypothesis while (zo) schijnt het is better accounted for by the parataxis hypothesis. Both ('t) schijnt and (zo) schijnt het are cases of particulization, a (bifurcated) grammaticalization path that schij nen has followed in addition to auxiliation. Pending more substantial research on Netherlandic Dutch schijnt, we tentatively put Belgian Dutch ('t) schijnt forward as more grammaticalized; on the basis of the data currently available, the fully integrated, clause-medial use of Netherlandic Dutch schijnt is still quite rare.
This study of ('t) schijnt constitutes another example of the indeterminacy of categories as applying to complement-taking, parenthetical and related constructions as discussed by Imo (2006 ) and Schoonjans (2012 with regard to German glauben. Hence, any given occurrence of schij nen can be placed closer to or farther away from any one of the idealized categories of matrix clause, parenthetical, particle, adverbial or discourse marker within a "continuous space" (Schoonjans 2012) , such that the boundaries between the prototypes that serve as benchmarks remain essentially fuzzy.
As research by Dehé and Wichmann (2010a, 2010b) has shown for English comment clauses and matrix clauses like I think and I believe, prosody can be key in distinguishing the various functional profiles that these expressions may have; depending on their prosodic profile, they may function as matrix clauses, comment clauses or discourse markers and speakers use distinct prosodic patterns to disambiguate these functions and their associated meanings. More sophisticated research into the prosody of schij nenconstructions as well as parentheticals and particles in Dutch would help shed more light not only on their indeterminate category membership, but also on the degrees of grammaticalization of their various instantiations, as current research by each of the aforementioned authors suggests.
